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OPINION
PER CURIAM:

Daniel Miller appeals from a district court order denying his

motion for migoinder filed in connection with his underlying action
to quiet title to a piece of real property located in West Virginia. Mil-
ler isaresident of Washington state, while the Defendants in this
action include several West Virginiaresidents and a West Virginia
corporation. The original complaint in the action, however, includes
both Miller and Helen Melton, who is a West Virginiaresident.

Because Melton's presence in the action defeated complete diver-
sity, the district court granted the Defendants' motion to dismiss for
lack of jurisdiction. Miller contends that this motion was filed and
granted before it was ever served on him. Subsequent to the entry of
the order, Miller filed a paper moving to strike the dismissal order and
for migjoinder, in which he complained of the untimely service, and
requested that Melton be removed from the action because she was
adispensable party and her removal would repair the jurisdictional
defect. On the same day, Melton also filed a motion for misjoinder
requesting her own dismissal from the action. The district court
denied the motions on the ground that "thisis a closed case.”

Thus, the district court apparently proceeded on the assumption

that it lacked authority to grant Miller's motion. It is settled, however,
that pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 21, adistrict court
may drop a dispensable party from an action at any time, including
after judgment has been entered. See Newman Green, Inc. v. Alegjan-
dro Alfonzo-Larrain, 490 U.S. 826, 832 (1989). In Newman Green,
the Court also commented that dismissing actions where there has
been amigjoinder of a dispensable party runs counter to effective
judicial administration. 1d. at 836-37.

The record does not disclose Melton's connection to the underlying
action, and we note that the district court has not addressed her dis-
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pensability. We therefore vacate the district court's order denying
Miller's motion to strike and for misjoinder, and remand for further
consideration in light of this opinion. If necessary on remand, the
court should also address Miller's contention that he was not timely
served with the motion to dismiss. We dispense with oral argument
because the facts and legal contentions are adequately presented in the
meaterials before the court and argument would not aid the decisional
process.

VACATED AND REMANDED WITH INSTRUCTIONS
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